Dear Paul: 


July 29, 1969 


I am writing this to answer a question or two from you last letter concerning the Lofton affair 
and also to clarify seme points mentioned in Harold l s last letter to you* 

As I tried to indicate in earlier letters, the only reason I got involved in that fracas with 
Dave was because of what I thought was intolerable provocation on his part, which to make matters 
worse, was done totally in front of Fred Newcomb and his wife. Seme of it was even quoted to 
me by Fred in letters. By far the mostincredible statements by Dave were made over the phone 
so -there is little I can do but tell you what they were* He repeatedly called Harold a liar, 
and a thief* He said that someone (may have been plural but I am not sure) who had read Harold’s 
recent manuscripts said that there was nothing of value in them — just Weisbergisms . He character 
ized himself as a very creative person, who had either solved the case or just about solved it 
(i*e. claiming that if his book got a major publisher, the case would have to be re-opened, and 
that knowledge of just a small part of whet Dave has has caused Liebeler to say that ^ he might 
change sides) , and Weisberg as someone who had never done anything big or important in terms of 
the solving of the case. He said that his only interest in Weisberg ! s stuff was in case Harold 
had a feu tidbits which would enhance his case, but by the end of one conversation implied that 
even that was unlikely. Fred not infrequently echo$ed these comments on the phone, or even in 
letters. Then he went so far as to accuse me of having broken a confidence with him on the Pow- 
ell thing, which was ludicrous, and which, after raising a fuss, he took back. Then he indicated 
that Harold was stealing one of Fred’s discoveries (the ’’color changes”) and even implied that 
I was a willing or unknowing accomplice, and then questioned my honesty at least indirectly. Had 
Dave written me only, and had he not only told all this stuff to Fred, but shewn him or given 
him copies of his in fl amatory charges, and had he not brought Bill O’Connell, Lillian, and 
statements attributed to Pay, Maggie, and seme unknown person who was in Weisberg ’s confidence 
and who had read all his recent manuscripts, into the thing, I might have saved nry time. But 
things got out of hand. My relationship with Fred was so strained by this ‘that it is only new 
coming back to normal, and the same goes for Marlynn. As for you and Hal, he never specifically 
cited any comments as having cam from you, but he brought your names up several times before 
beginning to cite that unknown person familiar with Harold’s work, etc. He has used your name 
with both myself and George Rennar to tyy to gain himself legitimacy. (Ironically, when I wrote 
him, until fids charges began, I never questioned him about his stand on anything save perhaps 
Ihomley , but indicated rather that dispite our different points of view I woikld like to try 
to cooperate on tilings such as archives research.) In fact, when George Rennar indicated that 
he didn’t think much of Lif ton’s photo blowups and his grassy knoll of paper raache, Dave replied 
by indicating that the SF people take him very seriously, and mentioned your name. 

As I indicated before, Dave has specifically forbidden me to send copies of Ms letters to me 
to anyone, and I have honored that, even when it enraged me that he would make such charges 
against Harold and yet forbid me to send copies. But since there is still SMftt a lack of com- 
munication on the amount of Dave’s charges, let me quote from a few of his letters. Seme of 
the quotea are not charges, but rattier indicative of his infuriating style and his incredible 
feelings of omnipotence : 

Dave’s letter of Sat. May 24: "Of course, I know the topology of your defense mechanisms..." 

[something even I as a psychologist would never have said to him] u tfeisbepg lied." and 
"WEISBERG IS A LIAR." He had a tape of a telephone conversation in which Harold "really blew 
up at learning that I could bear witness to his duplicity and deceit." and "You knew, there 
are people who are liars; Who lie as easily as I might put on a raincoat as protection against 
inclement weather; — well, they lie whenever they need to, at the drop of a hat. Facts are 
just there to be played around with, and they see no virtue in resisting the temptation to 
fabricate whenever it suits their interests." [All referring to Harold] 


then "WEIBERG BREAKS CONFIDENCES" and "Weisberg has stolen — yey , stolen — material of other 
researchers. Fred knows the details on Lil leans (sic) stuff. He had dene the same thing with 
Ray Marcus." and "Conclusion: WEISBERG STEALS. Worse: WEISBERG STEALS DELIBERATELY I!" [All 
dealing with things about which I had no direct knowledge, by the way. 3 "He is a cruel exploit- 
ive person. " "You are completely free to hold that man in deep affection. That is ycur businesi 
Somebody has defined leva as "exception-making". But however you feel towards him personally, 
ycu should not fail to draw judgements about the darker side — if not the predominate side — of 
his character, no matter what particular aspect of it he shows to you..." "But I_ know, on the 
basis of personal experience that — summing up — the man lies, breaks confidences at the drop of 
a hat, and has a theiving disposition. (He also happens to be extremely offensive and lacks any 
tact or couth. New you don’t like that, I suppose. But -those are the facts as I know them, and 
certainly, as Fred knows them. (And, I suppose, as Ray Marcus knows them). I happen to think 
its wonderful that you and he can get along so well; but, in canrnunication with me or Fred, if p 
you fail to acknowledge these aspects of his character, or insist on ignoring them — then you 
have to realize that -that tells me something about ycur judgment — and about ycur objectivity." 
and: "I knew people who knew Weisberg quite well, who honor his confidences to them, and yet 

do not kid themselves about these different aspects of his character. (One such person has told 
me that — if I really have new material in my manuscript — there is no question that should 
Weisberg learn of it [interestingly enough, he originally had "disccwer "rather than"leam of it" 
and crossed it out] he would probably publish it.) New none of this says that Weisberg is not 
a good researc her [I had earlier cut Save down for adopting this attitude on the phone, arc! get- 
ting'”'Fred to alio] . He just happens to also be a thief. 

and: "Now my personal” psychology happens to preclude the possibility of developing authentic 

and close friendships with people who lie, steal, and break confidences. I am asquainted with 
a wide variety of people; there are close relationships, and not so close naaiticnshxps When 
I see things like that in a person’s behavior, it affects my attitude towards them. I just not 
going to fake it. If a person is mean to his servants, I_ don’t like it , even if he’s not mean 
to me," [Although the following was later reoinded, when 1 pointed out that Harold could scarce' 
ly reply to his changes unless he knew what they were, here it is.] "In closing, I want to empha 
size again how important it is — from my point of view — that no information whatsoever (even a 
sentence such as this) — get to Weisberg or anyone else." [BearTn mind that he at no time gave 
me anything from his work, or even his theories, so that he was baring me from telling various 
people of references to them, or charges made against them.] After a short discourse about hew 
someone might inadvertently drop info, and a warning that "Weisberg is an expert at pumping 
people; the mere thought thaat he should even know about my feelings towards him, and why I 
hold them, or anything having to do with my work...," he writes: "A trivial example. On the 

phone, I told you that an army intelligence officer was in the TSBD. I didn't go into it any 
further, but hinted that it might have seme significance . I'm also sure 1^ asked you td> keep 
•that under your hat . But did you777" [As I pointed out to Dave, this was a total fabrication , 
even though he want so far as to ba”sure"abcut the above phrase which he underlined.] "Recently 
either by phone or in a litter, you informed Fred of that fact. Not I happen to like Fred, and 
I really do trust him, very much so. So I want to assure you that nobody got hurt.” "But. 
recently, Fred told me that he had learned from ycu that an army intelligence officer was in 
the tsbd, and he wanted to know if I had knew about that. I asked him where he had learned such 
a thing, and he told me it was from you. I then closed the loop and told Fred what must have 
happened." And; "But I'm eurious — does Weisberg nowknow about the Army Intelligence officer 
in the TSBD?? Is that now cut on the grapevine^ if It Is , I'm sure you "meant no harm.'.*. etc. 

In Dave's PPS he wrote: "Having seen through Weisberg ly new (again, I'm referring to his per- 

sonality, many of his claims, boasts, and statmerrts (sicO) Fred knows when, in response to some- 
thing he worked on for a long time be it a letter or a research discovery — he is getting 

back Weisbergia , only from yon? mouth. Do you remember when you wrote me'! "Clay shaw [sic] 
is a big boy now ..etc...." ifiat, of course, is straight frcm the mouth and mind of Vince 
Salandrda." [Something which I have never heard Vince say in all the time I have known him.] 

"For example, in the case of the Z film, Fred and I both wondered aloud, when you gratuitously 
offered the info that Weisberg had already seen those color changes, whether or not Weisberg 
had pissped you, learned of Fred's work and theories, and then claimed prior discovery .. .thus 
relieving your conscience over — perhaps — having told him stuff Fred didn't want ycu to; and, 
finally, that you should then be the repeater station that he utilizes for putting out on the 
grapevine hi3 version of how he had already discovered that, oh months ago!" [This was all 
total bullshit , in absolutely every respect, as I pointed cut. Both backed down frcm it.] 


-3~ 

And so, Dave ended his letter of May 24: "Is that sort of thing going on? Fred and I had 

identical suspicions when he told me of your statement of how Weisberg had noted those color 
changes sore time ago. Only jjcu knew if this happened. If it did not, I think you owe Fred 
an explanation of hew that sort of little "Weisberg disewered that a long time ago" scenario 
happened to end up in your letter." Etc. Paul, this is all as it was in his letter, with all 
imderlhungs being his, and the only changes being sane correction of spelling errors/ 

; L ? P ! >S of that letter: of the same except with the' additional info that 

Maggie Fields (sic) . .dislikes [Harold] far any number of reasons." ■<' as 

? of Friday May 31, he acknowledges that he was wrong on the charges with regard 

to hpth the Powell thing and the color changes, and then tries to elicit my help for more info 
cs\ rowellj etc# It was probably a bit of a put-down to have me casually refer to Powell by 
nan® after, he had carefully avoided mention of his name in his letter. In reply to ny request 
that he answer ny various arguments posed .in earlier letters , he indicates that I have no argu- 
ments (I am manipulating the "rules of inference") ,. and indicates that he supposed that I have 
thought nothing cut, have no position, and don't knew what I stand for. He refers to ny argu- 
ments as ^ immature and technical" (whatever that means) and goes on to use Lillian's and Bill 
0 Connell s alleged words to label Weisberg a te4*f and liar countless times, claiming that 
ha ha d re checked the stories with those people just that morning. [Later both he and Fred' backed 
down frem as much of this stuff as they made mention of again, after I provided a long series 
°Lr ta !iv nS in that letter, which you have.] Intermingled with this characters assassination, 
citing ether- emtiesr, are things like r "(HAIHAI)" and "My god, how inrature oari Weisberg get??" 


stages , I think that you have exhibited the results of seriously flawed reasoning . I can't 
posaibily attempt, at this stage* to get at the roots of such a situation in an exchange of 
letters. You are, as they say, in a "bag," similar to one which I have helped others get 
art of on this issue; you are really in it—stuffed way inside there!" "Yes, I agree that you 
have influenced Weisberg and Salandria, Regarding Weisberg, the phraseology of your last latter 
is so similar, at points, to his, that I am new confused. I am not sure whether to accuse you 
anymore of. repeating Weisbergia, or he r Sohoensrians." Well Paul, I don't know what Dave's in- 
vestigative abilities- ajiBunt to, although I have become 1 aware of many limitations in his know- 
ledge and the depth of his work, on the casethat surprised me given his many rash 'statements 
abort his massive findings. Unlike Dave, I do net claim to know the topology of his defense 
mechanisms as he claims to-knew mine. But the above stuff is craziness , and it doesn't take 
one trained to lock for it to spot it. Between the persecutory paranoid^ ideation *! and the 
ineredibla grandiosity*, which are both paranoid characteristics , and as you probably know, typi- 
caily are feund together in such people, Dave can areally get out of hand. As long as seme share 
people check his manuscript (Sylvia is; I;' think) this will hopefully fibt creep into his bock. * 
Dr Dave s letter of June 2 he teck- back the apology for the color change charge. The reason: 

I must retract this second apology, since it was based on statements M&M you made which have 
proven to be untrue./ I took your word teat these assertions by you were accurate." He teen 
says that: ray claim "is false V Ha thcncalls Harold amcuchor* andcalls himself a causative 
person, and then: *%?|I think, ycur curiosity should extend to getting to tee-bottem of how it cam 
to pass teat you ended up repeating a story which completely undercuts Fred as the discoverer 
of pheneorenon, and whether or not ycu are the unwitting tho well-intentioned repeater of 
such information , which in fact originated frern caxmunication you had with Weisberg after you 
work in this area, ^ TA11 of this was cciaplete fabrication* Harold until 
nuich later did not even understand what he Was supposedly to be conspiring to steal t and although 
Dave is carefully trying to take the focus away from me, what it boiled down to was ray integrity 
since I^roldrhadvtold me of it on the phene for certain* something I had claimed in letters to 
mve and Fbsd, many months before "Fred’s discovery • 11 They emjhasized ray claim that I thought 
that I had written it in letters to Trod* .< The real irony was that Harold -s having spotted color 
d^ang^ with the naked eye* as I ;poirrted out to them countless times* was a much different tiling 
rran Pred s detailed analysis of the film and finding Of splices in it. i 

June 7 .h® indicates that his last letter had sane bad warding and punc- 
tuation which led me to itelieye ihfct he ^as accusing me of etc * , which he wasn’t, but I 

wasn t very ^ ' because' _‘^ven ‘ the r> '<ida5bW'.;I ’ Was; makihg > whether or not t)ave put it in . writ- 

ing* to say that the story of the colob changd^ was false necessitated saying that I was lying. 


Then Dave wrote; "(And by the way, in ccnmectich with Nicholas suit , Harold is apparently fil- 
ing an affadavit* under seme May 1969 date, stating that he has been permitted to handle and 
examine the Archives Z film and has cheoked it for splices, and that there were none. All 
Nichols apparently wanted was statements which shewed that researchers have been permitted 
to handle evidence. I think this affadavit could areally muddy- certain waters, especially as 
there is no distinction drawn between "pictures of a spliced and "splice." Do yeu knew about 
this affadavit and do you think it is a wise thing??? Couldn’t Harold have chosen acathhing 
else he has examined: in. order to make this point??)" CThe point that Dave is emphasizing, is 
that Fred is building a case far theie being splices in the 2-film, and Harold's affadavit 
would therefore cause confusion. : tl was shocked, that Dave knew of this act all.]- The PS of 
this letter is: /T have.. no object to you? cheeking cut — with HaroM or anyone else— —any of iffi 
the allegations- 1 made in, my previous, letters.*,;. I: am sensitive about having xerox’d copies 
of my letters I send to you sent elsewhere; ; tjat is i^ only revest."' -C 'I: tell ycu -this 
because I want you to knew that Dave has taken away the earlier restriction of keeping this 
.top .secret.] . mov;: »£ snci ~ ‘fit* ' rxisr&irn £.vfi bs»b ■ >. ar- 
yl jaw . l fit ■ 9 I • •' ■ ■' ■ & ' -U:-'"- 1 y 

As (far* as I am concerned this affair is over. Whatever was- motivating Dave's behavior, he has 
stopped; the' charges - and. cdaims«>r.;T made numerous efforts during the dialogue to'try Jbo make' a 
point with both he and Fred that- this was costing valuble time and money for all of us, and 
that at the very least Dace was greatly exaggerating and distorting things , so that ihstead of 
saying lhat- Harold's account of oase thing was biased (just as Dave’s is; and mine is, etc.) he 
went wild and accused Harold of being a liar , thief, etc. I also pointed cut lhat independent 
discovery. in this case by two or more# people, is very cannon, and with the limits of inter- 
critic conmmication, the discovery Of - semirthing by one critic in 1965 and discovery by another 
in even as late a date as today's oculd be entirely independent. I also pointed to the fact that 
I had previously been under the impression that Harold , through memory tricks which# are cerraon 
to all of us in different degrees, often was certain that he had spotted something when someone 
else brought it up, although he really had not. This, of course, would scarcely be theft, and 
ironically, in ny, correspondence with Dave he himself did it, as with the VM & 1 Powell affair 
where he actually MMi# claimed to remember the circumstances which weec non-existent. I 
pointed out that such an thing wculd not lead ma to call him a liar or a thief. And that dealt 
with insmory from only a few raebths before, father than years before. But having visited with 
Harold, and dealt vdth him now for over a year, I have cans to realize the incredible extent 
of his work and files , much of which he forgets or has no time to develop due to its phyieal 
mass. Even myself , who has dene far less work than he has, and less work than you have, have 
forgotten much of what I have found out about many things. Such is true Of any generalist in 
this area, even if he has a good memory, something I# which is true of me (i.e. I still know 
the first aot, of Macbeth which I; learned on a whim in my junior year of highschoolO. I am 
sick and tired of extraac charges and atterapts to discredit people, when there are much easier 
explanations : for events -an where no. attempt is made to examine both sides to an issue. I also 
dislike omnipotence-^1 have my fill of it in my patients — and ravings, and the other things 
which Dave can express for hours On the phone or in long letters. It is enough of a strain to 
have to deal with it in the clinic for a number of hours per day. The critic coimunity, which 
has more than its share of this , suffers more from enemies within thaJj from those on the out- 
side in my opinion r At least my correspondence with Dave appears to have had sons affect on 
the damage ha did to Fred’s views* although the irony is that Fred's anger might never have 
been arounded had Dave not engaged in subversion of sorts. I suppose that Dave would like 
nobbing better than to have Fred getting him things fran ether critics, providing him with 
all that phofctxJ work, and keeping it from others so that Dave's book can contain all kinds of 
exciting new stuff. That wouldn't even bother me except that Dave's book has been premised 
to be forthcoming time and time again, and the latest word is late 1969 or early 1970. The 
delay is even worse iff Dave really has many items of importance. 


(tell, here I am again wasting time . Please be discrete if you discuss this with Dave, because 
it will just start him raying again since apparently the greatest thing he fears is of ycu 
learning of what he has been up to. I write to clear up the questions ycu asked, and the 
citations Harold made to me in his letter to you. 


Best wishes . 
ccj Harold 




